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NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

[Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  tbe  Insecticide  Act  of  1010.] 

57G.  Adulteration  and  misbranding*  of  "  C'aruola."  U.  S.  v.  24  raokages 
of  "  Carl>ola."  Default  decree  of  condemnation  and  destruction. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  730.    Dom.  No.  14744.    S.  Gl.) 

On  July  25,  1919,  tbe  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Vir- 
ginia, acting  upon  a  report  by  tbe  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  tbe  District 
Court  of  tbe  United  States  for  tbe  said  district,  a  libel  praying  tbe  seizure  for 
confiscation  and  condemnation  of  21  packages  of  an  article  labeled  "  Carbola." 
It  was  alleged  in  tbe  libel  that  tbe  article  bad  been  shipped  on  June  5,  1919,  by 
the  Carbola  Chemical  Co.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into 
the  State  of  Virginia,  for  tbe  purpose  of  sale,  and  having  been  so  transported, 
remained  in  the  original,  unbroken  packages  at  Newport  News,  Va.,  and  that  the 
article  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  tbe 
meaning  of  tbe  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  a  statement,  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  purported  and  pro- 
fessed that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article 
contained  inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  did  not  and  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  95  per 
centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  tbe  article  fell  below  the  said  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality,  in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  contained 
inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  95  pel 
centum. 


1  Free  distribution  will  be  lniited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  tbe  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C.,  at  5  cents  each. 
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Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  contained 
inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  did  not  and  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  the  proportion  of  95  per  centum, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  inert  substances,  that  is  to 
say,  substances  which  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  05  per  centum;  and  in  this,  that 
statements,  borne  on  the  labels  aflixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article,  rep- 
resented that  the  article,  when  prepared,  used,  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements, 
would  be  effective  against  chicken  lice,  mites,  all  nits,  and  fly-eggs,  and  would 
prevent  the  introduction  and  spreading  of  all  contagious  diseases  that  affect 
poultry,  live  stock,  and  human  beings,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article, 
when  prepared,  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be  effective  against 
chicken  lice,  mites,  all  nits,  and  fly-eggs,  and  would  not  prevent  the  introduction 
and  spread  of  all  contagious  diseases  that  affect  poultry,  live  stock,  and  human 
beings.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  par- 
tially of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  mineral  constituents,  which  said  inert  ingre- 
dients did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi, 
and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said 
inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label 
aflixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  aflixed  to  each  or 
any  of  the  said  packages. 

On  December  18,  1919,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  article,  and  no 
answer  to  the  libel  having  been  filed,  a  decree  of  condemnation  was  entered,  and 
the  article  was  ordered  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 


r>77.  Misbranding  of  "  Staite'a  Lice  Kill«-r  Food.*'  U.  S.  v.  94  Packages  of 
**  Staite'H  liioe  Killer  Food."  D€»fault  dcoreo  of  t-onlisoation,  for- 
feiture, and  destruction.     (I.  &  P.  No.  701.    Dom.  No.  14410.    S.  04.) 

On  May  1,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  Texas, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  Stafrs  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  for  confisca- 
tion and  condemnation  of  94  packages  of  an  article  labeled  "  Stake's  lace 
Killer  Food  *  *  *  Manufactured  by  Staite  &  Company,  San  Diego,  Cali- 
fornia," at  El  Paso,  Texas.  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  had 
been  shipped  on  September  9,  1918,  from  the  State  of  California  into  the 
State  of  Texas,  by  the  Harris  Seed  Co.,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  and  having  been  so 
transported,  remained  unsold  at  El  Paso,  Texas.,  and  that  it  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  within  the  moaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  (1)  in  that  the  packages 
and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
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affixed  to  the  packages,  represented  that  the  article  contained  inert  substances, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  to  wit,  lice  and  other  vermin  that  infest  poultry,  in  a  proportion  not 
exceeding  eleven  per  centum,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  com- 
posed wholly  of  inert  substances,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  lice  and  all  other  vermin  that 
infest  poultry ;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
packages,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  on,  and  administered  to, 
poultry  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would 
kill  and  exterminate  lice  and  all  other  vermin  on  such  poultry,  and  would  rid 
such  poultry  of  lice  and  all  other  vermin,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  on,  and  administered  to,  poultry  in  the  method  and  manner 
as  directed,  would  not  kill  or  exterminate  lice  and  all  other  vermin  on  such 
poultry,  and  would  not  rid  such  poultry  of  lice  and  all  other  vermin.  Mis- 
branding of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  completely  of 
inert  substances,  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  de- 
stroy, repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  Wit,  lice  and  all  other  vermin  that  infest 
poultry,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  the  said  inert  ingre- 
dients were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to' each 
or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article. 

On  December  19,  1919,  no  claimant  for  the  article  having  appeared,  and  no 
.answer  to  the  libel  having  been  filed,  the  court  rendered  judgment  for  the  con- 
fiscation, condemnation  and  destruction  of  1  lie  article. 


578.  Adulteration  asid  misl>ra  utlin .«.;-  of  "  Derror's  latest  Improved  Tree 
Flraid."  1T.  S.  v.  12  Jugs,  More  or  Ijess,  of  "  Derror's  latest  Im- 
proved Tree  Fluid."  Deeree  of  condemnation  and  confiscation. 
(I.  &  F.  No.  73S.    Dom.  No.  11080.    S.  60.) 

On  July  £0,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Washington,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed. in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  the 
seizure  for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  12  jugs,  more  or  less,  of  an  article 
designated  "  Derror's  Latest  Improved  Tree  Fluid."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel 
that  the  article  had  been  shipped  on  May  27,  1919,  by  Derror's  Tree  Fluid  Co., 
The  Dalles,  Oregon,  and  had  been  transported,  from  the  State  of  Oregon  into 
the  State  of  Washington ;  that  the  article  remained  unsold  in  the  original 
unbroken  packages  at  Yakima,  Wash.;  and  that  the  article  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  statements,  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs  containing  the  said  article,  represented  that 
the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  it  consisted  of  water  in 
the  proportion  of  fifty-five  and  five-ninths  per  centum,  and  of  active  ingredients, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  which  have  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  in  the 
proportion  of  forty-four  and  four-ninths  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  consisted  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
fifty-five  and  five-ninths  per  centum,  and  of  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion 
less  than  forty-four  and  four-ninths  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jugs 
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containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  consisted  of  water  in  the  pro- 
portion of  fifty-five  and  live-ninths  per  centum,  and  of  active  ingredients,  that  is 
to  say,  substances  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  in  the  proportion 
of  forty-four  and  four-ninths  per  centum,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  consisted  of  water  in  a  proportion  greater  than  fifty-five  and  live-ninths 
per  centum,  and  of  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  forty-four  and 
four-ninths  per  centum ;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  jugs  containing  the  article,  and  statements,  borne  in  certain  booklets 
Shipped  with  the  article  and  referred  to  on  the  said  labels,  represented  that 
the  article,  when  prepared,  used,  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be 
effective  against  San  Jose  scale,  codling  moth,  curculio,  tussock  moth,  canker 
worm,  and  all  insects  and  all  borers  that  feed  upon  or  attack  trunks,  roots,  or 
branches  of  trees  or  plants,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not 
be  effective  against  San  Jose  scale,  codling  moth,  curculio,  tussock  moth,  canker 
worm  or  all  insects  or  all  borers  that  feed  upon  or  attack  the  trunks,  roots,  or 
branches  of  trees  or  plants;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said 
booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  said  statements,  would 
keep  young  trees  free  from  insects,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  keep  young  trees  free  from  insects; 
and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  each  of  the  said  booklets,  represent  oil 
that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective 
against  San  Jose  scale,  black  or  smut  scale,  red  or  purple  scale,  cottony  or  web 
scale,  mealy  bug,  wood  lice,  and  all  other  insects  that  infest  citrus  trees,  and 
red  and  white  spider,  rust  mite,  and  all  root  borers,  orange  blight,  wilt,  die-hark, 
foot-rot,  orange  cancer,  acute  gum  disease,  and  lemon  scab,  whereas  in  fact  and 
in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  San  Jose 
scale,  black  or  smut  scale,  red  or  purple  scale,  cottony  or  web  scale,  mealy  hug, 
wood  lice,  or  all  other  insects  that  infest  citrus  trees,  or  red  or  white  spider, 
rust  mite,  all  root  borers,  orange  blight,  wilt,  die-back,  foot-rot,  orange  cancer, 
acute,  gum  disease,  or  lemon  scab;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the 
said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said 
statements,  would  be  effective  against  borers  and  all  insects  that  attack  the 
peach  tree,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  against  borers  or  all  insects  that  attack  the  peach  tree:  and 
in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  he  effective  against  all 
worms  that  Lnfesl  or  at  tuck  the  tomato,  and  wou?d  destroy  tomato  rot.  whereas 

in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  worms  that  infest  or  attack  the  tomato  and  would  not  de-troy 
tomato  rot;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  he  effective 
against  cabbage  worms,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
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directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  cabbage  worms;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  all  insects  that 
Infest  gooseberry  plants  or  currant  plants,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects  that 
infest  gooseberry  plants  or  currant  plants ;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne 
in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  !the  codling  moth,  the 
curculio,  multiplying  borers,  flat-head  borers,  the  wooly  Apia,  and  all  vari- 
eties of  scale  insects  that  infest  or  attack  the  apple,  and  the  apple  blight  or  fire 
blight  of  the  apple,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  the  codling  moth,  the  curculio,  multiply- 
ing borers,  flat-head  borers,  the  wooly  Apia,  or  all  varieties  of  scale  insects 
that  infest  or  attack  the  apple,  or  the  apple  blight  or  fire  blight  of  the  apple; 
and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective 
against  pear  blight,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  di- 
rected, would  not  be  effective  against  pear  blight  ;  and  in  this,  that  statements, 
borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  strengths  and  proportions  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  black-knot  of  the  apricot,  the 
quince,  the  cherry,  the  plum,  the  prune  and  the  nectarine,  and  against  root 
borers,  scale,  curculio  and  all  other  insects  that  infest  the  apricot,  the  quince, 
the  cherry,  the  plum,  the  prune,  or  the  nectarine,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  the  black-knot 
of  the  apricot,  the  quince,  the  cherry,  the  plum,  the  prune,  or  the  nectarine,  and 
would  not  be  effective  against  root  borers,  scale,  curculio,  or  all  other  insects 
that  infest  the  apricot,  the  quince,  the  cherry,  the  plum,  the  prune,  or  the  nec- 
tarine ;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective 
against  the  grape  louse,  Phylloxera,  the  berry  moth,  the  berry  worm,  and  the 
blue  grape  worm,  and  the  root  beetle  of  the  grape,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  the  grape  louse, 
Phylloxera,  the  berry  moth,  the  berry  worm  or  the  blue  grape  worm,  or  the 
root  beetle  of  the  grape ;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said  book- 
lets, represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective 
against  all  manner  of  worms  that  attack  or  infest  greenhouse  plants,  and  all 
manner  of  worms  that  feed  on  the  soil  kept  in  greenhouses,  whereas  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against 
all  manner  of  worms  that  attack  or  infest  greenhouse  plants,  and  would  not  be 
effective  against  all  manner  of  worms  that  feed  on  the  soil  kept  in  greenhouses ; 
and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the 
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article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  maimer  as  directed  by  said  statements,  would  ho  effective  against 
scale  insects,  horers,  and  other  insects  that  infest  forest  trees,  shade  trees,  or 
ornamental  trees,  whereas  in  fad  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  ap- 
plied in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed, 
would  not  he  effective  against  scale  insects,  borers,  or  other  insects  that  infest 
forest  trees,  shade  trees,  or  ornamental  trees;  and  in  this,  that  statements, 
borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by 
the  said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  rose  slugs  and  all  borers  that 
infest  rose  bushes,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  di- 
rected, would  not  be  effective  against  rose  slugs  or  all  borers  that  infest  rose 
bushes;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented 
that  the  article  would  be  effective  against  bacteria  that  affect  the  English 
walnut  and  the  pecan;  and  against  the  cut-off  bug  and  all  other  insects  that 
infest  the  English  walnut  and  the  pecan,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  uot  be  effective  against  bacteria  that 
affect  the  English  walnut  or  the  pecan,  or  against  the  cut-off  bug  or  all  other 
insects  that  infest  the  English  walnut  or  the  pecan  ;  and  in  this,  that  statements, 
borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by 
the  said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  the  disease  known  as  Malgagona, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  would  not  be 
effective  against  the  disease  known  as  Malgagona;  and  in  this,  that  statements, 
borne  in  the  said  booklets,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by 
said  statements,  would  be  effective  against  the  disease  known  as  Authracnose, 
Whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective 
;iL;iiast  the  disease  known  as  Anlhracnose.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  in  (hat  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the 
total  amount  of  arsenic  so  present  in  (ho  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as 
per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  any  of 
the  jugs  containing  the  said  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged 
farther  in  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  water- 
SOluble  form,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  arsenic,  so  present  in  the  article  in 
water-soluble  form)  was  not  stated,  expressed  fits  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  any  of  the  jugs  containing  the  said 
article. 

On  January  2,  1020,  no  claimant  bavin-  appeared  for  the  article,  and  no 
answer  to  the  libel  having  been  tiled,  a  decree  of  condemnation  ami  confiscation 
was  entered,  and  (he  Court  directed  that  (he  article  seized  (three  jugs)  be 

destroyed. 


J>7f>.  Misbranding  of  "  Wcbuter'a   Din."    r.  S.  t.  Korea  Urn*.  A  fuller. 
Plea  of  srnflty.    Pine,  $75.    (I.  &  I-\  No.  CSO.    Dom.  No.  13222.) 

On  December  2,  1919,  the  United  Slates  attorney  for  (he  District  of  Minnesota, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  Slates  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against  Noyes  Bros. 
&  Cutler,  a  corporation,  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  com- 
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pany,  on  or  about  February  20,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Minnesota  into  -the  State 
of  Montana,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  G  cans,  labeled  "  Webster's 
Dip,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the  pack- 
ages and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans  represented  that  the  use  of  an  article  of  the  same  composition  as 
the  article  aforesaid,  and  known  as  "  Webster's  Dip,"  at  the  time  of  the  ship- 
ment and  delivery  for  shipment,  was  and  did  stand  approved  and  permitted  by 
the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United  States  Depart- 
ment of  Agriculture  governing  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  of  an  article  of  the  same  composition  as  the  article 
aforesaid,  and  known  as  "  Webster's  Dip,"  at  the  time  of  the  shipment  and 
delivery  for  shipment,  was  not  and  did  not  stand  approved  and  permitted  by 
the  regulations  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  of  the  United  States  Department 
of  Agriculture  governing  the  official  dipping  of  sheep  for  scabies;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  use 
and  application  of  the  article  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would 
be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  maggots  that  attack  and  infest 
sheep,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  maggots  that  attack  and  infest  sheep;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement, 
borne  on  the  label  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  article,  when  admin- 
istered to  sheep  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  be  effective 
against  ail  types  and  varieties  of  worms  that  attack  and  infest  such  sheep, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  administered  to  sheep  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  worms  that  attack  and  infest  such  sheep ;  and  in  this,  that  a  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  use  and  appli- 
cation of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion as  directed  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  mange  and 
all  types  and  varieties  of  itch  that  affect  cattle  or  horses,  whereas  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  mange  or  all  types  and  varieties  of  itch  that  affect  cattle  or  horses; 
and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented 
that  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  eczema  and  all  other  skin  troubles  that  affect  horses  or  cattle, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  not  be  effective 
against  all  types  and  varieties  of  eczema  or  all  other  skin  troubles  that  affect 
horses  or  cattle;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans,  represented  that  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective 
treatment  of  hogs  affected  with  hog  cholera,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strengths 
and  proportions  as  directed  would  not  be  an  effective  treatment  of  hogs  affected 
with  hog  cholera ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to 
the  cans,  represented  that  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method 
and  manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed  would  be  effective 
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against  all  types  and  varieties  of  worms  that  infest  and  attack  hogs,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and 
manner  and  in  the  strengths  and  proportions  as  directed  would  not  he  effec- 
tive against  all  types  and  varieties  of  worms  that  infest  and  attack  hogs;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that 
the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and 
varieties  of  mange  that  attack  dogs,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and 
application  of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and 
proportion  as  directed  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of 
mange  that  affect  dogs;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  use  and  application  of  the  article  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  would  disin- 
fect barns  of  all  infectious  diseases  and  would  prevent  the  spread  from  such 
barns  of  all  infectious  diseases,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  use  and  appli- 
cation of  the  article  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion as  directed  would  not  disinfect  barns  of  all  infectious  diseases  and  would 
not  prevent  the  spread  from  such  barns  of  all  infectious  diseases.  Misbranding 
of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  One  Quart  Net," 
borne  and  printed  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  repre- 
sented and  purported  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were,  in  terms  of 
Measure,  one  quart  of  the  article,  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans,  so 
stated  in  terms  of  measure  on  the  outside  thereof,  were  not  plainly  and  correctly 
stated,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  less 
than  one  quart  of  the  article. 

On  January  7,  1020,  the  defendant  company  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to' the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  tine  of  $75. 


5.SO.  Misbranding  of  "Anchor  Brand  Fly  Oil."    U.  S.  v.  E.  H.  l-e^ett  and 
C.  H.  Legrgrett  (Legprett  &  Bro.).    Pica  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  P. 

No.  804.    Dom.  No.  14  284.) 

On  January  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against 
E.  1 1.  Leggett  and  C.  IT.  Leggett,  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style 
of  Leggett  &  Bro.,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  said  defendants, 
on  June  2S,  1018,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  24  cans,  labeled  "Anchor  Brand  Fly 
Oil,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1010. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, borne  on  the  labels  ;;tlixetl  to  the  cans,  to  wit,  "One  Gallon,"  was  false 
and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  that  the  statement  rep- 
resented (hat  the  contents  of  each  of  said  cans  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one 
gallon,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans,  so  stated  on  the  label  affixed 
to  the  cans,  were  not  correctly  staled,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  said  cans 
Were,  in  fact  anil  in  truth,  less  than  one  gallon. 

On  January  7,  1020,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  £2."). 
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581.  Misbranding  of  "  Keyzer's  Arseno-Eordeaux."    U.  S.  v.  Pieter  Keyzer 

(Batavia  Cheinieal  Co.).  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $50.  (I.  &  F.  No.  760. 
Dom.  No.  14190.) 

On  January  7,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
Pieter  Keyzer,  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  the  Batavia  Chemical 
Co.,  Jackson,  Mich.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on  June  25, 
1918,  from  the  State  of  Michigan  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an 
article,  contained  in  96  jars,  labeled  "  Keyzer's  Arseno-Bordeaux,"  which  was 
a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  contained 
arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  so 
present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic,  on  any  label  affixed  to  the  jars.  Misbranding  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  in  water-soluble  form,  and 
the  amount  of  the  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  so  present  in  the  article 
was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  any  label  affixed 
to  the  jars. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
jars,  represented  that  the  article  contained  only  an  arsenical  compound  and 
Bordeaux  mixture,  whereas,  the  article  did  not  contain  only  an  arsenical  com- 
pound and  Bordeaux  mixture,  but,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  contained  ammonia 
in  addition;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  "to  the 
jars,  represented  that  the  article  contained  a  salt  of  arsenic  acid,  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not  contain  a  salt  of  arsenic  acid ;  and  in 
this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  jars,  represented  that 
the  article  contained  copper  in  combination,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as 
metallic  copper,  in  the  proportion  of  4i  per  centum,  whereas  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article  contained  copper  in  combination,  equivalent  to  and  expressed 
as  metallic  copper,  in  a  proportion  less  than  4$  per  centum.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances, 
to  wit,  substances  other  than  copper  and  an  arsenite,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stances and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label 
affixed  to  the  jars  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  thereof,  were  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  in- 
secticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredients so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  affixed  to  the  jars. 

On  January  9,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

582.  Misbranding-   of  "  The   Celebrated   Pink  Powder   for  Exterminating 

Cockroaches  and  Water  Bugs."  U.  S.  v.  William  P.  Hammond  and 
Harry  J.  Hammond  (W.  P.  Hammond  &  Son).  Pleas  of  guilty. 
Fine,  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  802.    Dom.  No.  14471.) 

On  January  8,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney,  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Wisconsin,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
14167°— 20  2 
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District  Court  of  tlie  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
William  P.  Hammond  and  Harry  J.  Hammond,  trading  and  doing  business  under 
the  name  and  style  of  W.  P.  Hammond  &  Son,  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  alleging  the 
shipment  by  the  said  defendants,  on  February  15,  1919,  from  the  State  of 
Wisconsin  into  the  Stale  of  Missouri,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contaiued  in 
G  packages,  labeled  "  The  Celebrated  rink  Powder  for  Exterminating  Cock- 
roaches and  Water  Bugs."  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  was  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  represented  that  the  article  was  not  poisonous, 
whereas  in  fact  ami  in  truth,  tlia  article  was  poisonous;  and  in  this,  that  state- 
ments, borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  and  statements  borne  in 
booklets  packed  with  the  packages  of  the  article  in  a  box  or  case  in  which 
the  packages  of  the  article  were  shipped,  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  maimer  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would 
exterminate  cockroaches  and  water  bugs  in  and  about  households,  whereas  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements  would  not  exterminate  cockroaches 
and  water  bugs  in  and  about  households:  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne 
in  a  booklet  contained  in  the  case  in  which  the  packages  of  the  article  were 
shipped,  represented  that  the  article  was  not  poisonous,  and  that  it  would 
exterminate  cockroaches  and  water  bugs  in  households,  when  used  and  ap- 
plied in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  was  poisonous,  and  the  article  would  not  exterminate  cock- 
roaches and  water  bugs  in  households,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
borax,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  and  did  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  cockroaches  and  water  bugs,  and  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  ingredients  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredients, stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article. 

On  January  9.  1920,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100  jointly. 


553.   Adulteration  ami  misbranding;  of  "  1  X  L  Poison  Ply  Paper."    I-  s-  ^. 

Sawyer    Crystal    Blue    Co.     IMca    of    nolo    contendere.     Fine.  $2."*. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  GS4.    Doni.  No.  13GS4.) 

On  April  29,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Massachu- 
setts, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Sawyer  Crystal  Blue  Co.,  a  corporation,  Boston,  Mass.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  August  9,  1917.  from  the  State  of  Massachusetts  into 
the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article  labeled,  "  1  X  L  roison  Fly 
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Paper,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.  it  was  alleged  in  the  information  that  the 
article  was  in  the  form  of  sheets,  that  the  sheets  were  contained  in  envelopes, 
six  sheets  to  each  envelope,  and  that  the  envelopes  so  containing  the  sheets  were 
enclosed  in  cartons,  fifty  of  the  envelopes  so  containing  the  sheets  being  enclosed 
in  each  of  the  cartons. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  statements, 
borne  on  each  of  the  euvelopes  containing  the  sheets  of  the  article,  and  borne  on 
each  of  the  cartons  enclosing  the  envelopes  containing  the  sheets,  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article 
contained  sodium  arsenite  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  8  per  centum,  that  the 
article  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  flies,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than  92  per 
centum,  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a 
proportion  not  less  than  4  per  centum,  and  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in 
a  water-soluble  form  equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  not  less  than 
4  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
professed  standard  and  quality  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  con- 
tained sodium  arsenite  in  a  proportion  less  than  8  per  centum,  the  article  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  flies,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  92  per  centum,  the  article 
contained  arsenic  equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  less  than  4  per 
centum,  and  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  a  water-soluble  form  equivalent  to 
metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  less  than  4  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  envelopes  containing  the 
sheets  of  the  article,  and  borne  on  the  cartons  enclosing  the  envelopes  contain- 
ing the  sheets  of  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  contained  sodium 
arsenite  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  8  per  centum,  that  the  article  contained 
inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  re- 
pel, or  mitigate  flies,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than  92  per  centum,  that  the 
article  contained  arsenic  equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  not  less 
than  4  per  centum,  and  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  a  water-soluble  form 
equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  4  per  centum, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  sodium  arsenite  in  a  propor- 
tion less  than- 8  per  centum,  the  article  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to 
say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  flies,  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  92  per  centum,  the  article  contained  arsenic  equivalent  to 
metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  less  than  4  per  centum,  and  the  article  con- 
tained arsenic  in  a  water-soluble  form  equivalent  to  metallic  arsenic  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  4  per  centum.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
sodium  arsenite  anO  sodium  arsenate,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredi- 
ents do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  flies,  and  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  the  en- 
velopes containing  the  sheets  of  the  article,  or  borne  on  each  or  any  of  the 
cartons  enclosing  the  envelopes  containing  the  sheets  of  the  article ;  nor  in  lieu 
of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingrediets.  were  the 
names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  in- 
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gredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  each  of 
any  of  the  envelopes,  or  borne  on  each  or  any  of  the  cartons. 

On  January  13,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the 
information,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


584.    \  <1  ill  t  e  pm  I  ion    mnl    misln-a  ml  i  im    of  "Absolut el  y   PaK   Inneet  rowdcr. 

S  &  V  lii-and."  U,  S.  v.  Ono  Keg  of  "Absolutely  Pure  Iiiscci  I'o^- 
ilcr."  Default  decree  Of  coiulomnntion  and  eoufiMeation.  Prodnet 
ordered  destroyed.     (I.  &  F.  No.  702.     Doiu.  No.  14581.     S.  oo.) 

On  January  14,  3  020.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  California,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seiz- 
ure for  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  one  keg  of  an  article  labeled  ''Abso- 
lutely Pure  Insect  Powder.  S.  &  F  Brand  ".  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the 
article  had  been  shipped,  on  February  20,  1919,  byStallman  &  Co..  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  California,  and  having  been 
so  transported,  remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken  package  at  San 
Francisco.  Calif.,  and  that  the  article  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insec- 
ticide within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  the  words,  to  wit, 
"Absolutely  Pure  Insect  Towder  *  *  *  Produced  from  True  Insect  Flow- 
ers", borne  on  a  lain1!  affixed  to  the  keg  containing  the  article,  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  the 
article  consisted  and  was  composed  of  pulverized  flowers  of  a  species  or  species 
of  the  chrysanthemum  plant  having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality, 
in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  consisted  and  was  composed  partially 
of  the  pulverized  tissues  of  the  plant  known  as  the  field  daisy,  which  said  sub- 
stance does  not  have  insecticidal  properties.  Adulteration  of  the  said  article 
was  alleged  further  in  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "Absolutely  Pure  Insect  Powder 

*  *  *  Produced  from  True  Insect  Fowers",  borne  on  a  label  affixed  to  the 
keg  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  consisted  and  was  com- 
posed wholly  of  pulverized  flowers  of  a  species  or  species  of  the  chrysanthemum 
plant  having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas,  a  substance  other  than  the  pulver- 
ized Bowers  of  a  species  or  species  of  the  chrysanthemum  plant  having  insecti- 
cidal properties,  to  wit,  the  pulverized  tissues  of  the  plant  known  as  the  field 
daisy,  which  said  substance  does  not  have  insecticidal  properties,  had  been  sub- 
stituted in  part  for  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  said  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  (1)  in  that  the  pack- 
age and  label  bore  words  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading 
and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  this,  that  the  words,  to  wit,  "Absolutely  Fare  Insect  Powder 

*  *  *  Produced  from  True  Insect  Flowers",  borne  on  a  label  affixed  to  the 
keg  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  said  article  consisted  and  was 
composed  wholly  of  (he  pulverised  flowers  of  a  species  or  species  of  the  chrys- 
anthemum plant  having  insecticidal  properties,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact, 
the  article  consisted  and  was  composed  partially  of  the  pulverized  tissues 
of  the  plant  known  as  the  field  daisy  which  said  substance  does  not  have 
insecticidal  properties.  Misbranding  of  the  said  article  was  alleged  further,  in 
that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  the  pulverized 
tissues  of  the  plant  known  as  the  Held  daisy,  which  said  inert  substance  and 
l&gredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and 
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the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  affixed  to  the  keg  containing  the 
article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  in- 
gredient, were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  in- 
gredient of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label 
affixed  to  the  keg. 

On  January  14, 1920,  no  claimant  of  the  article  having  appeared  and  no  answer 
to  the'  libel  having  been  filed,  a  decree  of  condemnation  and  confiscation  of  the 
article  was  entered,  and  the  product  ordered  destroyed  by  the  United  States 
marshal. 


585.  Misbranding:  of  "  Cal-Sino  Lice  Powder."     U.   S.  v.   Cal-Sino   Co.  Plea 
of  guilty.     Fine,  $15  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  752.    Doin.  No.  13020.) 

On  January  31,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Maryland, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  the  Cal-Sino 
Co.,  a  corporation,  Baltimore,  Md.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  corpora- 
tion, on  May  24,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Maryland  into  the  State  of  Ohio,  of 
a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  4  packages,  labeled  "  Cal-Sino  Lice 
Powder,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  In- 
secticide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  packages,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  drive  out  all 
bugs  in  closets  and  in  or  on  carpets,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  state- 
ment, would  not  drive  out  all  bugs  in  closets  or  in  or  on  carpets ;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the 
said  statement,  would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  worms  that  infest 
plants,  flowers,  and  vines,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used 
and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  bugs  or  all  worms  that  infest  plants,  flowers,  or  vines. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  article  consisted  p*ar- 
tially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  naphthalene,  sulphur, 
tobacco,  pyrethrum,  and  hellebore,2  which  said  inert  substances  do  not  and  did 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any 
of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly 

2  According  to  the  view  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that  the  active  ingredient  of 
tohacco  is  nicotine  and  that  the  active  ingredients  of  hellebore  are  the  alkaloids  thereof 
(see  items  16  and  22  in  Insecticide  Service  arid  Regulatory  Announcements  Nos.  1  and  2) 
the  inert  ingredients  of  the  article  in  this  case  should  have  been  alleged  as  substances 
other  than  naphthalene,  sulphur,  nicotine,  pyrethrum,  and  alkaloids  of  hellebore. 
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ami  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  of  any  label  affixed  to  oaeb  or  any  of  the 

packages. 

On  January  SI,  1020,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  t<>  (lie  informa- 
tion, and  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of  $18  and  costs. 

."»*<».   Bf{«brAR«liue  of  **  BenUey'*  Luumc  Killer.*'     I  .  S.  v.  B»*  alley. 

Plea  of  ?i  uill.v.     Fine,  $20.     (I.  &  V.  No.  803.     Dom.  No. 

On  February  10.  1020,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  New  York,  acting-  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Bled  in  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
George  G.  Bentley,  Chateaugay,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  hy  the  defendant, 
on  August  0,  1918,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Vermont,  of 
a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  72  cartons,  labeled  "Bentley's  Louse 
Killer."  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1010. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  article 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  ground 
sabadilla  seed  and  nicotine,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not 
and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient;  of  the  article  having  insecticidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  car- 
tons. Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (!)  in  that  the  packages 
and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  mislead- 
ing, and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and 
mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  allixed  to 
the  cartons  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  on  poult ry,  w  hereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  and 
applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  on  poultry. 

On  February  12,  1990,  tin1  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, ami  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  .$20. 


oN7.   Ailullcralioa   and    mlsbrft  adi  H£   of   u  Disiafeeto."     I  .    S.    v.   <;  iti.«oa-Saotv 
t  o.     l'lta  of  g'tiilty.     Fine.  Sj»20.     (J.  &  I'.  No.  7<">4.     DOWL  No.   1  I t 

On  December  2,  1910,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
district  court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  againsc 
( ;ib  son-Snow  Co.,  a  corporation.  Alhany.  N.  Y..  alleging  Lhe  shipment  by  the 
said  defendant,  on  August  23,  1018,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State, 
of  Vermont,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  In  12  bottles,  labeled  M  Disin- 
fecto,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  statement, 
borne  on  the  labels  on  each  of  the  bottles,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  contained  tar 
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acids  in  the  proportion  of  20  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of 
the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the 
article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  contained  tar  acids  in  a  proportion  less  than  20 
per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2) 
in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser :  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  of  the  bottles  contain- 
ing the  article,  represented  that  the  article  contained  tar  acids  in  the  proportion 
of  20  per  centum,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contained  tar  acids 
in  a  proportion  less  than  20  per  centum ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the 
article  contained  hydrocarbons  in  the  proportion  of  42  per  centum,  whereas  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contained  hydrocarbons  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  42  per  centum ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  contained  rosin 
in  the  proportion  of  25  per  centum  and  caustic  soda  in  the  proportion  of  3  per 
centum,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not  contain  rosin  in  the 
proportion  of  25  per  centum  and  did  not  contain  caustic  soda  in  the  proportion 
of  8  per  centum. 

On  February  20,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20. 


5SS.  Misbranding  of  "  Greiuei's  Insecticide."    IT.  S.-v.  B.  H.  Greiilev.  Plea 
of  guilty.    Fine,  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  798.     Dom.  No.  14531.) 

On  January  23,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against 
B.  H.  Greider,  Itheems,  Pa.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said  defendant,  on 
July  17,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  of  a 
quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  24  cartons,  labeled  "  Greider^  Insecticide," 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  state- 
ment, to  wit,  "  1  lb.,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons,  represented  that 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  cartons  were,  in  terms  of  weight,  one  pound,  of 
the  article,  whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cartons  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  the  outside  thereof,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said 
cartons  were,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  in  terms  of  weight,  less  than  one  pound  of 
the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  cartons,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  be  effective  against  lice  that  infest 
rose  bushes,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method 
and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statement,  would  not  be  effective  against 
lice  that  infest  rose  bushes. 

On  February  20,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 
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589.  Misbranding    of    "  Creolol."      TT.    S.    v.    The    White    Tar    Co.      Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  JplS.-;.     (I.  &  F.  No.  794.    Dom.  No.  14634.) 

On  January  19,  1920,  the  United  states  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
The  White  Tar  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
the  said  defendant,  on  November  2,  1918,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  5  gallons  of  an  article,  contained  in  one  can,  which 
was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  and  did  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at 
all,  on  any  label  affixed  to  the  can  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
inseeticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert 
ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  affixed  i<»  the 
said  can. 

On  February  24,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


590.  Misbranding  of  "  Powdered  Hellebore."'  U.  S.  v.  1  Barrel  of  "  Poiv- 
dered  Hellebore."  Deeree  pro  eonfesso  of  confiscation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.     (I.  &  F.  No.  (500.    Dom.  No.  14351.) 

On  October  IT,  1918,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Indiana, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure  for  confisca- 
tion and  condemnation  of  1  barrel  of  "  Powdered  Hellebore."  It  was  alleged  in 
the  libel  that  the  article  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910;  that  it  had  been  shipped  by  Mclllvaine  Brothers,  on 
August  19,  1918,  and  had  been  transported  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into 
the  State  of  Indiana  ;  and  that  it  remained  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at 
Indianapolis.  Ind. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  in  that  it  consisted  par- 
tially of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  alkaloids,  which  said 
inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
Insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the 
said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  plainly 
and  correctly  stated  on  the  barrel  containing  the  article,  or  on  any  label  atlixed 
thereto,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
substances  and  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  inseeticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  Ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly on  the  barrel  or  any  label  affixed  thereto. 

The  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  on  February  24,  1020,  a  decree  pro  ConfesSO 
was  entered  for  the  confiscation  and  condemnation  of  the  article,  and  it  was 
ordered  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 
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501.  Misbranding*  of  "  Disinfectant."    U.  S.  v.  The  White  Tar  Co.    Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  795.    Dom.  No.  14641.) 

On  January  19,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed,  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
The  White  Tar  Co.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment  by 
the  said  defendant,  on  October  16,  1918,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  10  gallons  of  an  article,  contained  in  one  can, 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an 
inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  and  did  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  cor- 
rectly, or  at  all,  on  any  label  affixed  to  the  can  containing  the  article,  nor  in 
lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of 
the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label 
affixed  to  the  said  can. 

On  February  24,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


592.  Misbranding  of  "All  In  One  Spray."    IT.  S.  v.  Alison  II.  Speir  (South- 
land   Combination    Spray    Manufacturing    Co.      Verdict    of  guilty. 
Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  G85.    Dom.  No.  13269.) 

On  July  16,  1919,  'the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
Florida,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  Alison  H.  Speir,  trading 
and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  Southland  Combination  Spray 
Manufacturing  Company,  at  Kissimmee,  Fla.,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
defendant,  on  May  10,  1917,  from  the  State  of  Florida  into  the  State  of  Alabama, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  three  cans,  labeled  "  All  In  One  Spray," 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels 
bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
(2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  when 
applied  to  and  used  on  fruit  trees  in  the  method  and  in  the  strength  and  propor- 
tion as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  wTould  kill  and  destroy,  and  would  be 
effective  against,  the  white  fly,  the  six-spot  mite,  the  long  scale,  the  cottony- 
cushion  scale,  the  San  Jose  scale,  the  mealy  bug,  melanose,  lemon  scab,  the  red 
spider,  wither-tip,  die-back,  scaly  bark,  the  purple  scale  or  nail-head  scale,  and 
scales  of  all  other  descriptions,  and  would  protect  the  young  growth  of  such 
trees  from  all  diseases  and  would  protect  the  leaves  of  such  trees  from  all 
insects,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  and  when 
applied  to  and  used  on  fruit  trees  in  the  method  and  in  the  strength  and  pro- 
portion as  directed,  would  not  kill  or  destroy,  and  would  not  be  effective  against, 
the  white  fly,  the  six-spot  mite,  the  long  scale,  the  cottony-cushion  scale,  the  San 
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Jose  scale,  the  mealy  bug,  melanose,  lemon  scab,  the  red  spider,  wither-tip,  die- 
hack,  scaly  bark,  the  purple  scale  or  nail-head  scale,  or  scales  of  all  other  de- 
scriptions, and  would  not  protect  the  young  growth  of  such  trees  from  all  dis- 
ease, and  would  not  protect  the  leaves  of  such  trees  from  all  insects ;  and  in 
this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  said  labels  represented  that  the  article, 
when  prepared  in  the  method  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by 
the  state  statements,  and  used  as  a  spray  on  vegetables,  would  be  effective 
against  cucumber  lice,  Hessian  fly,  and  potato  bugs,  whereas  in  fact  aud  in 
truth,  the  article,  when  prepared  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed, 
and  when  applied  and  used  as  a  spray  on  vegetables,  would  not  be  effective 
against  cucumber  lice,  Hessian  fly,  and  potato  bugs;  and  in  this,  that  statements, 
borne  on  the  said  labels,  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  when 
applied  to  and  used  on  plants  and  shrubs  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the 
strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  destroy 
scale  on  such  plants  and  shrubs,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  prepared  and  when  applied  to  and  used  on  plants  and  shrubs  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would  not 
destroy  scale  on  such  plants  and  shrubs;  and  in  this,  that  statements,  borne 
on  the  said  labels,  represented  that  the  article,  when  prepared  and  when  applied 
to  and  used  on  fruit  trees,  vegetables,  plants,  and  shrubs  in  the  method  and  in 
the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  said  statements,  would  be  absorbed 
by  such  trees  and  plants,  would  act  as  a  plant  food,  would  be  a  fertilizer, 
would  not  be  washed  off  by  rains,  and  would  remain  on  the  leaves  for  a  period 
of  three  months  under  all  conditions,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article, 
when  prepared  and  when  applied  to  and  used  on  fruit  trees,  vegetables,  plants, 
or  shrubs  in  the  method  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed,  would 
not  be  absorbed  by  said  trees  or  plants,  would  not  act  as  a  plant  food,  would 
not  be  a  fertilizer,  would  be  washed  off  by  rains,  and  would  not  remain  on  the 
leaves  for  a  period  of  three  months  under  all  conditions.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  further  alleged  in  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  an  inert 
substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  substance  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel 
or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the 
said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all.  on  each 
or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article,  nor 
in  lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were 
the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the 
article  having  insect icidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  aftixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  cans. 

On  February  IT,  L920,  tin1  cause  proceeded  to  trial  and  a  verdict  of  guilty 
was  rendered,  and  the  Court  imposed  a  line  of  $25. 


BOS.  Misbranding   of  "  Tatobafg."    U.         v.    Lebanon    Chemical  Company. 
Plea  of  guilty.    Pine,  $23.    (I.  &  P.  No.  785.    Dom.  No.  13569 J 

On  March  9,  1920,  the  1'nited  Slates  attorney  for  i lit*  Midd.e  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  t i  1  * -« 1  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Lebanon  Chemical  Company,  a  corporation.  Lebanon.  La.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  defendant,  on  February  4,  1918,  from  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  2A >.  more  or  less, 
bags,  designated  "Tatobug,"  which  was  a  inisbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  L&10. 


Insecticide  32.]   SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS.  741 


Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information,  in  this,  that  the 
article  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  the 
arsenic  so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of 
metallic  arsenic,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  bags  containing  the  article; 
and  in  this,  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in. 
water-soluble  form,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  so  present 
in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  bags  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of 
the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances, 
to  wit,  substances  other  than  Paris  green  and  phenols,  and  the  names  and  per- 
centage amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  of  the  bags  containing  the 
article ;  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredi- 
ents, were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
the  article  having  insectidical  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert 
ingredients  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each 
or  any  of  the  bags  containing  the  article. 

On  March  9,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


594.  Misbranding-   of   "  Pjneola."    TT.    S.    v.    Lebanon    Chemical  Company. 
Plea  of  guilty.    Fine,  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  787.    Dom.  'No.  13571.) 

On  March  9,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
the  Lebanon  Chemical  Company,  a  corporation,  Lebanon,  Pa.,  alleging  the  ship- 
ment by  the  said  defendant,  on  February  4,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania into  the  State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  one 
carton,  labeled  "  Pyneola,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
package  and  label  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the 'purchaser,  in  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  label  affixed 
to  the  carton  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in 
the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  be  effective 
as  a  disinfectant,  would  destroy  germs,  moths  and  all  noxious  odors,  and  would 
be  an  effective  repellent  against  flies  and  mosquitoes  in  households,  schools,  col- 
leges, hotels,  hospitals  and  public  buildings,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements, 
would  not  be  effective  as  a  disinfectant,  would  not  destroy  germs,  moths  or  all 
noxious  odors,  and  would  not  be  an  effective  repellent  against  flies  and  mos- 
quitoes in  households,  schools,  colleges,  hotels,  hospitals  and  public  buildings. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of 
inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  pine  oil,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stances did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit, 
moths,  flies  and  mosquitoes,  and  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel  or 
mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  bacteria,  and  the  names  and 
percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in 
the  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  affixed 
to  the  carton  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  present  in  the  article,  were  the  names  and 
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percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  having  insect icidal  or  fungi- 
cidal properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  inert  ingredients  present  in  the 
article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  any  label  affixed  to  the  carton 
containing  the  article. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statements  regard- 
ing the  article,  borne  and  printed  in  a  booklet  packed  wiih  the  carton  con- 
taining the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  ami  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  said  statements  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  statements,  would  destroy 
all  noxious  odors  and  would  protect  goods  from  moths,  whereas  in  truth  and  in 
fact,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not 
destroy  all  noxious  odors  and  would  not  protect  goods  from  moths. 

On  March  9,  1020,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 


f»J)5.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Horicnm  "  or  "  Hammond*!  T,imc 
and  Sulphur,  Concentrated. "  U.  S.  v.  Benjamin  Hammond  (Ham- 
mond's Paint   and   Slug;  Shot   Works).     Plea   of  guilty.     Fine,  $10. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  758.    Dom.  No.  142G8.) 

On  March  30,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against 
Benjamin  Hammond,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of 
Hammond  Paint  and  Slug  Shot  Works,  Newburgh,  N.  Y.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  March  26,  1918,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  24  cans,  labeled 
J'Horicum  "  and  "Hammond's  Lime  and  Sulphur,  Concentrated,"  which  was  on 
adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910.' 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information,  in  that  a  statement, 
to  wit,  "Calcium  Polysulphide  30:35,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans 
containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of 
the  article  were  such  that  the  article  contained  calcium  polysulphide  in  the 
proportion  of  30.35  per  centum,  whereas  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed 
Standard  and  quality,  in  that  the  article,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  contained  calcium 
polysulphide  in  a  proportion  less  than  30.35  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  a  statement  regarding  the  article  which  was  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  tin1  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive 
and  mislead  the  purchaser,  in  this,  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "Calcium  Poly- 
sulphide 30.35,"  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium  polysulphide  in  the  proportion  of 
80.35  per  centum,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  contained  calcium 
polysulphide  in  a  proportion  less  than  80.35  per  centum.  Misbranding  of  the 
article  was  alleged  further  in  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "One  Quart,  44  O/.s.," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that 
the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were,  in  terms  of  measure,  one  quart,  and  in 
terms  of  weight,  44  ounces,  whereas,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans  were  not 
correctly  stated,  in  that  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cans,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
were,  in  terms  of  measure,  less  than  one  quart  of  the  article,  and  in  terms  of 
weight,  less  than  44  ounces  of  the  article.    Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
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alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  sub- 
stances other  than  calcium  polysulphide,  calcium  thiosulphate,  free  sulphur,  and 
calcium  sulphite,  which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  and  did 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  and  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the 
article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert 
ingredients,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or 
at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans. 

On  March  31,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 


596.  Adulteration  and  misbranding;  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate 
of  Caleinm."  U.  S.  v.  646  Packages  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered 
Arsenate  of  Caleinm."  Consent  decree  of  confiscation,  forfeiture, 
and  condemnation.    Product  ordered  released  under  bond.     (I.  &  F. 

No.  808.    Dom.  No.  15134.) 

On  December  2,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
Michigan,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  a  libel  praying  the  seizure 
for  confiscation  and  condemnation  of  646  packages  of  an  article  labeled  "  Glidden 
Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the 
article  had  been  shipped  by  The  Glidden  Company,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  on  or  about 
May  1  and  May  7,  1919,  and  had  been  transported,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into 
the  State  of  Michigan;  that  it  remained  unsold  and  in  the  original  unbroken 
packages  at  Grand  Rapids,  Mich. ;  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  'of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  contained  in  the  646  packages  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  in  that  the  words  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  article  were  those  of  arsenate  of  calcium,  whereas,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  standard  and  quality,  in 
that  the  article  was  not  arsenate  of  calcium,  but  the  article  consisted  partially 
of  substances  other  than  arsenate  of  calcium,  to  wit,  magnesium  arsenate  and 
other  substances  and  compounds.  Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
in  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article 
contained  active  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  78  per  centum ;  that  the 
article  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  22 
per  centum ;  that  the  article  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  not 
less  than  78  per  centum ;  that  the  article  contained  arsenic,  equivalent  to  and 
expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  29.8  per  centum ; 
and  that  the  article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  46 
per  centum ;  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said 
professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that  the  article  contained  active  ingredients, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  which  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
in  a  proportion  less  than  78  per  centum ;  the  article  contained  inert  ingredients, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  22  per  centum ;  the  article  contained  cal- 
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eium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  tlian  7S  per  centum:  the  article  contained 
arsenic,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  less 
than  29.8  per  cent  inn  :  and  the  article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion 
less  than  40  per  centum. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  contained  in  the  G4G  packages  was  alleged  fur- 
ther in  that  the  statement,  "Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium," 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  purported  and  represented  that 
the  article  was  and  consisted  wholly  of  arsenate  of  calcium,  whereas  in  fact 
and  in  truth,  substances  other  than  arsenate  of  calcium,  10  wit,  magnesium 
arsenate  and  other  compounds,  had  been  substituted  in  part  for  the  article,  lo 
wit  .  so-called  "  Arsenate  of  Calcium." 

Adulteration  of  the  article  contained  in  50  of  the  G4G  packages  was  alleged 
in  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  purported  find 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article 
contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic 
arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  1  per  centum;  whereas,  the  strength  and 
purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality,  in  that 
the  article  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  equivalent  to  and  expressed 
as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  1  per  centum. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  the  G4G  packages  was  alleged  in  the 
libel  in  that  the  statement,  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium,"  borne 
on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages,  purported  and  represented  that  the  article 
was  and  consisted  wholly  of  arsenate  of  calcium,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  article  was  an  imitation  of,  and  was  being  offered  for  sale  under  the  name 
of.  another  article,  in  that  the  said  article  was  not  arsenate  of  calcium,  but 
was  a  mixture  of  arsenate  of  calcium  and  magnesium  arsenate  and  compounds 
other  than  arsenate  of  calcium.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further 
(1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  represented  that  the  article  contained  active 
ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  7S  per  centum:  that  the  article  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say.  substances  which  do  Dot  prevent,  destroy, 
cepel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  22  per  centum:  that 
the  article  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  7s  per 
centum;  tliat  the  article  contained  arsenic,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as 
metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  29.S  per  centum:  and  that  the 
article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  4G  per  centum; 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  active  ingredients,  that  is 
to  say,  substances  which  prevent,  destroy,  repel  and  mitigate  insects,  in  a 
proportion  less  than  7S  per  centum;  the  article  contained  inert  ingredients, 
that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
insects,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  22  pel*  centum  ;  the  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  than  78  per  centum:  the  article  contained  arsenic, 
equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  20.S 
per  centum:  and  the  article  contained  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than 
4G  per  cent  am. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  contained  in  56  of  the  646  packages  was  alleged 
in  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  packages  represented 
that  the  article  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form,  equivalent  to  and 
expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  1  per  centum: 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble 


Insecticide  32.]   SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 


745 


form,  equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  greater 
tlian  1  per  centum. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  on  April  5,  1920,  and  The  Glidtlen  Company, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  having  appeared  as  claimant  of  the  article,  filed  an  answer  to 
the  libel  ,and  consented  to  a  decree  of  confiscation  and  condemnation  of  the 
article,  the  article  was  ordered  released  to  the  claimant  upon  the  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  proceeding  and  the  delivery  of  a  bond,  conditioned  that  the 
article  should  not  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  contrary  to  the  Insecticide  Act. 


507.  Misbranding  of  "Nest  Eggs  Friend  of  tlie  Hen."    U.  S.  v.  George  *>• 

L,ewis.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $750  anil  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  G61.  Dom. 
No.  12182.) 

On  May  1,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of  Ohio, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  JDistrict  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against  George  D. 
Lewis,  trading  and  doing  business  under  the  name  and  style  of  H.  B.  Reynolds 
Manufacturing  Co.,  at  Fredericktown;  Ohio,  alleging  the  shipment  by  the  said 
defendant,  on  April  17,  1916,  from  the  State  of  Ohio  into  the  State  of  Texas,  of 
-a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  280  cartons,  labeled  "  Nest  Eggs  Friend  of 
the  Hen,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements,  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article  would 
be  effective  in  protecting  laying  and  sitting  hens  from  lice,  if  the  said  article 
were  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  would  not  be  effective  in  protecting  laying  and 
sitting  hens  from  lice,  if  the  article  were  used  in  the  method  and  manner 
as  directed ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the  cartons  containing  the 
article,  represented  that  the  article  contained  a  powerful  disinfectant,  whereas 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  did  not  contain  a  powerful  disinfectant. 
Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that  it  consisted  entirely  of 
inert  substances,  which  said  inert  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  lice,  which  infest  poultry,  and  which 
said  inert  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate 
fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefactive  bacteria  which  affect  poultry,  if  the 
said  article  were  used  in  ihe  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  statements 
borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  article;  and  the  names 
and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients 
present  in  the  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article. 

On  December  11,  1919,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $750  and  costs. 

508.  Atlnlteral ion  ami  misbranding  of  "  Nicoticide."     IT.  S.  v.  P.  R.  Pale- 

thorwe  Co.  Plea  of  guilty.  Fine,  $50  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  750. 
Dom.  No.  11347.) 

On  September  22,  1919,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District  of 
Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against 
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P.  li.  Palethorpe  Go.,  a  corporation,  Clarksville,  Term.,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendant,  on  August  10.  1018.  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the 
State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  eight  cans,  labeled 
"  Nicoticide,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  a  statement, 
borne  on  the  labels  aflixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  t lie  article 
contained  nicotine  in  the  proportion  of  40  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality, 
in  that  the  article,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  contained  nicotine  in  a  proportion  less 
than  40  per  centum,  and  the  article  contained  inert  ingredient-,  that  is  to  say, 
substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  the 
green  fly  and  thrips  that  infest  or  attack  plants,  in  a  proportion  greater  than 
00  per  centum.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1) 
in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser:  In  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on 
the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  article,  represented  that  the  article 
contained  nicotine  in  the  proportion  of  40  per  centum,  and  that  the  article  con- 
tained inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destiny, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  the  green  fly  and  ttirlps  that  infest  or  attack 
plants,  in  the  proportion  of  GO  per  centum,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
article  contained  nicotine  in  a  proportion  less  than  40  per  centum,  and  the  article 
contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  to  wit,  the  green  fly  and  thrips  that  infest  or 
attack  plants,  in  a  proportion  greater  than  GO  per  centum;  and  in  this,  that 
statements  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  article 
would  be  effective  against  the  green  fly  and  thrips  that  attack  or  infest  plants, 
when  nsed  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements, 
whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  nsed  the  said  method  and  manner, 
would  nut  be  effective  against  the  green  fly  or  thrips  that  attack  or  infest 
plants;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  each  of  a  number  of  printed  cir- 
culars packed  and  shipped  with  the  cans  of  the  article  in  the  shipping  case  con- 
taining the  said  cans,  represented  that  the  article  contained  nicotine  in  the 
proportion  of  40  per  centum,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained 
nicotine  in  a  proportion  less  than  40  per  centum;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement, 
borne  on  each  of  the  said  printed  circulars,  represented  that  the  article  would 
be  effective  against  all  bugs  that  infest  or  attack  orchard  trees,  shrubbery, 
flowers  or  vegetables  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the 
said  statement,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  said 
method  and  manner,  would  not  he  effective  against  all  bugs  that  infest  or  attack 
Orchard  trees,  shrubbery,  flowers  or  vegetables. 

on  April  8,  1029,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  <»f  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  tlx'  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50  and  costs. 


[>90  Adulteration    and    misbranding    «>f    "Midland    Black  Disinfectant." 
r.  s.  v.  midland  Chemical  <  «».    Plea  of  a~ullty.    Pine,  sio  nmi  easts* 

I.  ft  r.  No.  786.    Dom.  No.  14365.) 

on  March  24,  1020,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District  ci 
Iowa,  ading  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  Hie  United  Stales  for  the  said  district,  an  information  against  the 
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Midland  Chemical  Co.,  a  corporation,  Dubuque,  Iowa,  alleging  the  shipment 
by  the  said  defendnt,  on  July  26,  1918,  from  the  State  of  Iowa  into  the  State  of 
Ohio,  of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  10  cans,  labeled  "  Midland  Black 
Disinfectant,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  the  strength 
andv  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and  quality 
of  the  article  under  which  it  was  sold :  In  this  that  a  statement  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cans  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and 
quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  contained  crude  phenol,  that 
is  to  say,  a  mixture  containing  phenol  in  the  proportion  of  20  to  30  per  centum, 
in  the  proportion  of  55  per  centum,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the 
article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article, 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  did  not  contain  crude  phenol,  or  any  phenol ;  and  in  this, 
that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  purported  and  professed 
that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were  such  that  the  article  was  not 
less  than  4  times  as  strong  in  disinfecting  and  bactericidal  properties  than  is 
pure  carbolic  acid,  whereas,  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below 
the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  the  article  was,  in  fact  and  in 
truth,  less  than  4  times  as  strong  in  disinfecting  and  bactericidal  properties 
than  is  pure  carbolic  acid. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  (1)  in  that  the 
packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding  the  article  which  were  false 
and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to 
deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this,  that  statements  borne  on  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  article  contained  crude  phenol,  that  is 
to  say,  a  mixture  containing  phenol  in  the  proportion  of  20  tox  30  per  centum, 
in  the  proportion  of  55  per  centum,  and  that  the  article  was  from  4  to  6  times 
stronger  in  disinfecting  and  germicidal  properties  than  is  carbolic  acid,  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article  did  not  contain  crude  phenol  or  any  phenol,  and 
the  article  was  not  from  4  to  6  times  stronger  in  disinfecting  and  germicidal 
properties  than  is  carbolic  acid;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement,  borne  on  the 
labels  affixed  to  the  cans,  represented  that  the  article  contained  inert  ingredi- 
ents, that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  which  infest  man  or  animals,  and  which  do  not  and  did  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic 
bacteria,  in  the  proportion  of  43i  per  centum,  and  that  all  of  the  hydrocarbon 
oils  and  all  of  the  emulsifying  base  contained  in  the  article  were  such  inert 
ingredients,  whereas  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  inert  ingredi- 
ents, that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects  which  infest  man  or  animals,  and  which  do  nqt  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bacteria, 
in  a  proportion  less  than  43^  per  centum,  and  all  of  the  hydrocarbon  oils  and 
a  portion  of  the  emulsifying  base  contained  in  the  article  did  and  do  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  which  infect  man  or  animals,  and  did  and 
do  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive  and  patho- 
genic bacteria ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cans  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
and  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all 
vermin  which  infect  human  beings,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article, 
when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  vermin  which  infect  human  beings ; 
and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cans  represented 
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thai  tlie  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  mid  proportion  ami  in  the  method 
ami  manner  as  directed,  would  ho  effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  types  and 
varieties  of  seal)  on  swine,  cattle,  horses  and  dogs,  would  he  effective  against 
all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks  which  infest  cattle,  would  be  effective  in  the 
treatment  of  foot-rot  in  sheep,  swine,  cattle,  and  horses,  would  he  effective 
against  all  types  and  varieties  of  maggots  which  infest  sheep,  swine,  cattle, 
horses,  and  dogs,  would  he  effective  against  cholera  in  sheep,  swine,  cattle, 
horses,  dogs  and  poultry,  and  would  he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties 
of  worms  which  infest  sheep,  swine,  cattle,  horses,  dogs  and  poultry,  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fad,  the  article,  when  used  in  the  strength  and  proportion  and 
in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  not  he  effective  in  the  treatment 
of  all  types  and  varieties  of  scab  on  swine,  cattle,  horses  and  dogs,  would  not 
he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks  that  Infest  cattle,  would 
not  he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  foot-rot  in  sheep,  swine,  cat- 
tle and  horses,  would  not  he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  maggots 
which  infest  sheep,  swine,  cattle,  horses,  and  dogs,  would  not  he  effective 
against  cholera  in  sheep,  swine,  cattle,  horses,  dogs  ami  poultry,  and  would  not 
he  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  worms  which  infest  sheep,  swine, 
cattle,  horses,  dou's.  and  poultry.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  fur- 
ther in  that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  suhstance.  to  wit,  water,  which 
said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects  that  infest  man  or  animals,  and  which  did  not  and 
does  not  prevent,  destroy,*  repel  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and 
putrefactive  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said 
inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the.  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly 
on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article, 
nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
were  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of 
</he  article  having  insect icidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  per- 
centage of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans. 

on  April  "JT,  1020,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information 
and  the  court  imposed  a  line  of  $10  and  costs. 


<a>o.  Misbranding  of  "  Savall  Spray."    I  .  s.  v.  Orlando  J.  Hoffman.  Plea 
of  gnilty.    Fine,         ami  v.tsts.    {I.  &  I'.  No.  740.    Dom.  No.  13882.) 

on  September  11,  1919,  the  United  states  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  the  said  district  an  information  against 
Orlando  J.  Hoffman,  Martin,  Tennessee,  alleging  tin'  shipment  by  the  said  de- 
fendant, on  April  0.  1918,  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the  State  of  Louisiana, 
of  a  quantity  of  an  article,  contained  in  four  hottles.  labeled  •'  Savall  Spray," 
which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910. 

Misbranding  Of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  in  that  it  con- 
tained arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  the  said  arsenic 
so  present  in  the  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic 
arsenic,  or  at  all.  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  t<>  each  or  any  of  the  hottles 
Containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in  that 
ii  contained  arsenic  in  a  combination  thereof  and  in  waler-soluhle  form,  and  the 
amount  of  the  said  arsenic  in  water-soluhle  form  so  present  in  the  article  was  not 
stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
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to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was 
alleged  further  (1)  in  that  the  packages  and  labels  bore  statements  regarding 
the  article  which  were  false  and  misleading,  and  (2)  in  that  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser :  In  this  that  a 
statement,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  repre- 
sented that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed,  would  be  more  durable  than  Paris  green  and  all  arsenates,  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed,  would  not  be  more  durable  than  Paris  green  or  all  arse- 
nates ;  and  in  this,  that  a  statement  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  bottles 
represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner 
as  directed,  would  be  effective  against  all  bugs  and  all  worms  on  vegetables, 
plants,  flowers,  trees,  or  shrubbery  and  would  be  effective  against  potato  bugs 
and  cabbage  worms  and  tobacco  worms,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would 
not  be  effective  against  all  bugs  or  all  worms  on  vegetables,  plants,  flowers, 
trees,  or  shrubbery  and  would  not  be  effective  against  potato  bugs,  cabbage 
worms,  or  tobacco  worms.  Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  further  in 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert 
substance  and  ingredient  does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  miti- 
gate insects,  to  wit,  any  insects  that  infest  or  attack  plants  and  trees,  and  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the 
article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label 
affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  nor  in  lieu  of  the 
name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and 
the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or 
any  of  the  said  bottles.  - 

On  April  28,  1920,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  Court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 
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